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REMARKS 

This is intended as a full and complete response to the Fin^l Office Action dated 
December 16, 2005, having a shortened statutory period for response set to expire on 
March 16, 2006. Claims 2, 5-12, 14-16, 18-23, and 27-32 are pending in the 
application. Claims 1, 3, 4, 13, 17 and 24-26 have been cancelled. Claims 2-3, 5-12, 
14-16, 16-23, and 27-32 are rejected- Please reconsider the claims pending in the 
application for reasons discussed below. 

Claim Rejections Under U.S.C, § 102 

Claims 2-3 and 5-12 are rejected under 35 U.S,C- § 102(b) are being anticipated 
by BENNETT (US 5,941,324 A). Regarding claims 2-3 and 5-12, Applicant has 
amended claim 2, to include aliowable 4 and any intervening claims. Thus, Applicant 
submits that claim 2 and claims 5-12 which depend therefrom are in condition for 
allowance. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C § 103 

Claims 14-16. 18-23 and 27-32. are rejected under 35 U.S,C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pietras in view of Burns (US 5,809,457). 

Regarding claim 14. the Examiner states li]t would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify PIETRAS with the two or more arms of BURNS in order 
to better control the tubular." Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Neither, Pietras nor Bums disclose engaging the second end of the tubular wfth 
two or more arms. Pietras does not disclose two or more arms, as stated by the 
Examiner. Burns discloses gripping only the upper end of the tubular. For example, 
Bums discloses the object of the invention is "for containing an upper portion of a pipe 
section." (Col, 2, In. 8-9). Further, Bums states Ihe head assembly in its operative 
position engages the pipe section 15 adjacent Its upper end." (Col. 3, In. 63-64). 
Further still, Figure 1 shows the pipe alignment apparatus 10 engaging the upper end of 

Page 6 

432008.1 



PAGE 7/10'R(M)AT2fima2:10:40ra[Eastem Stands 



02/16/2006 13:11 FAX 7136234846 



PATTERSON&SHERIDAN 



ia008/010 



PATENT 

Atly. dd. Nq. WEATyQ288P1 

the pipe section 15, Therefore, the references cited by the Examiner either alone or in 
combination teach, show or suggest raising the first end of the tubular relative to the 
wellbore, engaging the second end of the tubular with the two or more amis, removing 
the second end of the tubular from the transport tool and positioning the second end 
above the wellbore as disclosed In claim 14 and claims 15-16, and 18-21 which depend 
therefrom. 

Regarding claim 18» the Examiner states "BURNS teaches raising the two or 
more arms to contact the tubular" Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 
Neither Bums nor Pfetras discloses raising two or more arms to contact the tubular. 
Pietras discloses "rotating the stabbing lever 13 clockwise between the first position, 
shown in FIG. 7, and the second position, shown in FIG. 9." (CoL 3. In. 21-22). 
Bums is in fact is raised in onJer to disengage the tubular. Bums states: 'Ihe frame 
member 23 Is in a substantially horizontal position when in the active position, and when 
it is in the fully retracted position 10, (FIG. 2), it is raised to a substantially vertical 
position. . (CoL 3-4, In. 66-2). Therefore, the references cited by the Examiner either 
alone or In combination teach, show or suggest raising the two or more arms to contact 
the tubular, thereby limiting movement of the second end as disclosed In claim 18- 

Regarding claim 22, neither Pietras nor Bums discloses two or more amns 
adapted to pivotably move the tubular from the carriage to the wellbore. Pietras 
discloses only one arm which rotates to align a tubular over the wellbore. Pietras states 
that the stabbing lever 13 "brings the longitudinal axis of the tubuter 9 from an inclined 
position , . . to a position which is substantially in alignment with respect to the 
longitudinal axis of the borehole. . (Col. 3, In. 23-25), There are not two arms in 
Pietras. Bums discloses a pair of arms for gripping a tubular by simply pfvoting open 
and pivoting closed. The pair of amis, in Bums, is not adapted to move the tubular from 
a carriage to a wellbore, the only pivoting movement simply grips the tubular. Further, 
were the arms of bums adapted to Pietras, they would simply grip the tubular and the 
one stabbing lever 13 would move the tubular. The Examiner has simply resorted to 
impennissible hindsight by substantially modifying the prior art for what amounts to an 
impractical combination. Neither Burns nor Pietras alone or in combination teach, 
show, or suggest two or more arms adapted to pivotably move the tubular from the 
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carriage to the wellbore as disclosed in claim 22 and claims 23, 27-31 which depend 
therefrom. Thus, Applicant submits that claims 22-23. and 27-31 are in condition for 
allowance. 

Regarding claim 32, the Examiner states ''Bums teaches pivoting the arms in a 
second plane to release the tubular." Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 
The arms 53 In Burns simply open and close around the tubular by pivoting In one 
plane. The tubular in Bums is released from the arms 53 by the pivoting of the arms in 
that plane. The entire supporting frame 23 may then by moved up, however the arms 
only pivot in one plane. Further, as discussed above the Examiner has used 
impermissible hindsight to combine Pietras with Bums. Neither Bums nor Pietras alone 
or in combination discloses pivoting the one or more arms in a first plane while 
removing the second end of the tubular from the carriage, and pivoting the one or more 
amns in a second plane to release the tubular when the second end is substantially over 
the wellbore as disclosed In claim 32. Thus, Applicant submits that claim 32 is in 
condition for allowance. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 4 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limrtatrons of the base 
claim and any inten^ening claims. As discussed above, Applicant has amended claim 2 
to Include allowable 4 and any Intervening claims* Thus, Applicant submits that claim 2 
and claims 5-12 which depend therefrom are In condition for allowance. 
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Conclusion 

Having addressed all issues set out in the Final Office Action, Applicant 
respectfully submits that the claims are In condition for allowance and respectfully 
requests that the claims be allowed. In conclusion, the references cited by the 
Examiner, alone or in combination, do not teach, show, or suggest the invention as 
claimed. 



Respectfully submitted. 




nlliam B. Patterson 
Registration No. 34,102 
MosER, Patterson & Sherjdan, LLP. 
3040 Post Oak Blvd. Suite 1500 
Houston, TX 77056 
Telephone: (713) 623-4844 
Facsimile: (713)623-4846 
Attomey for Applicant 
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